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CHAPTER 5 

CONCLUSIONS 

     This study is to explore the effect of teacher feedback on the high school 

students’ writing performance and to probe into the students’ perceptions of teacher 

feedback in a multi-draft setting. This chapter includes three sections. The first section 

summarizes the results of this study and answers the research questions. The second 

section proposes the implications of this study. Finally, the third section discusses the 

limitations of this study. 

Summary 

     Based on the results of the pre-test and the post-test, questionnaires, and 

interviews, answers to the research questions are summarized as follows: 

1. What is the effect of teacher feedback on overall writing quality? 

According to the holistic scores of the pre-test and the post-test, the participants 

got an average score of 8.31 on the pre-test and 9.67 on the post-test. That is, they 

made significant progress with an increase of 1.36 points. Therefore, it seems that this 

teacher feedback through multi-draft practice has some contribution to the 

participants’ writing quality.  

2. What is the effect of teacher feedback on writing accuracy? 

     The error ratios of the pre-test and the post-test show that the participants made 

13.24 errors per 100 words in the pre-test and 12.73 errors per 100 words in the 

post-test. There was no significant improvement in accuracy. However, with further 

analysis of individual error types, 12 types of errors were reduced in ratio, 6 types 

increased, and 2 types remained the same. For example, though Misspellings, Phrases, 

Verb Forms, Tense, and Punctuation were the top five error types in both tests, Tense 

and Punctuation decreased in ratio, but Misspellings, Phrases, and Verb Forms rose in 
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ratio. Therefore, it suggests that the error feedback, giving coded correction prior to 

direct correction, yielded no significant difference in the participants’ overall accuracy, 

but it had some positive effect on certain types of errors.  

3. What are the students’ perceptions of teacher feedback? 

The results of the questionnaires and interviews answer this research question. 

Though the participants were mostly driven to learn English writing by practical 

factors like writing for future studies, their motivation and confidence in writing was 

enhanced through this teacher feedback. Besides, they thought they had better 

performance in every aspect of writing, especially in content, organization and 

grammar. As for the specific features of this teacher feedback, they acknowledged the 

importance of revisions. They favored the combination of coded correction and direct 

correction because they could have a better understanding of the errors through 

self-discovery and get correct answers from the teacher. The participants also 

highlighted the importance of comments. Comments gave them directions for revision, 

encouragement, and a sense of readership. In some way, comments even could replace 

grades as an indicator of writing performance. Moreover, the participants took a 

constructive attitude toward grading. They did not just regard grades as an evaluative 

measurement. Instead, they thought of scores as a motivation for better writing 

performance. Finally, the interviewees found cover sheets useful to communicate with 

the teacher. They raised questions, drew up outlines, and stated their thoughts of 

writing, and so on. Therefore, this feedback seems to have positive effect on the 

participants’ interest and confidence in writing and they showed appreciation of this 

teacher feedback. 

This study has three major findings about the principles of writing instruction. 

First, it proposes the practice of 3-draft writing with coded feedback on D1 and direct 
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correction on D2 and D3, which is different what Chandler (2003) and S. C. Chang 

(2005) have done on multi-draft writing. As findings from questionnaires and 

interviews indicate, the second revision is necessary and students can have one more 

chance to edit errors. Second, it is desirable to give comments as an interested reader. 

A teacher can communicate with his students with more freedom and the sense of 

readership would in turn motivate student writers. Third, this study practices the use 

of cover sheets. Though it needs modification to improve the effectiveness of cover 

sheets, the use of them is proved to be positive to some degrees in questionnaires and 

interviews. 

Implications 

     Based on the findings of this study, some implications are proposed. First, 

multi-draft writing practice is welcome. From the holistic scores, the participants 

made significant progress in their writing quality. From the questionnaires and 

interviews, they acknowledged the importance and necessity of multi-draft writing 

practice. Therefore, if students’ writing is not treated as a final product, students are 

likely to write patiently and attentively during the process and gain improvement. 

Second, the method of giving coded correction prior to direct correction is an 

effective method. The participants gained a deep impression of the right usage 

through self-discovery, and they could get the correct expressions through the later 

direct correction. What is more, they were afraid that the convenient direct correction 

might lead to their laziness. Thus, results from the questionnaires and interviews 

indicate that the participants’ needs for autonomous learning were satisfied. The error 

ratios show that the participants made fewer errors in 12 categories out of 20. As a 

result, it is recommended to combine coded correction and direct correction in 

multi-draft writing. 
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Third, comments are essential. Based on the questionnaires and interviews, the 

participants highly valued comments for revision. They learned to read from a 

reader’s perspective and got a sense of readership. Moreover, comments were of 

prominent importance when a draft was not graded. Therefore, it appears that teachers 

can give comments not only as an evaluator but also as a reader. In this way, giving 

feedback is like having some outside reading for teachers. 

Fourth, cover sheets can serve as a channel of teacher-student communication. 

Responses to the second questionnaire indicate that the participants could show their 

different ideas of teacher feedback through cover sheets. The interviewees further 

expressed how they used cover sheets like raising questions and listing strengths and 

weaknesses in writing. Therefore, with limited time for discussion in class and for 

teacher-student conference after class, it is an alternative to establish a channel of 

one-to-one communication through cover sheets.  

Limitations 

The results of this study are limited by the following factors. First, the 

participants of this study were not large enough to be representative. This study was 

conducted in a senior high school in Taoyuan city. All the participants came from the 

same class, amounting to 36 in total. The number of the participants was small. 

Besides, the number of male and female students in this study was not equal. There 

were 27 boys and 9 girls in the present study. Gender effect may have influenced the 

results of the study. Moreover, all the participants majored in science. This study did 

not include the participants with different majors. Finally, the participants were not 

classified into groups of different proficiency during the treatment. Differences in 

language proficiency may have played a role in the study. Therefore, conclusions 

drawn from this study may not be generalized to all high school students in Taiwan. 



‧
國

立
政 治

大

學
‧

N
a

t io
na l  Chengch i  U

niv

ers
i t

y

 90

More studies should be conducted with a wider range of participants. 

     Second, the time span of this study was not long enough to have a full 

exploration of the participants’ performance. This study only lasted for one semester, 

from September, 2007 through January, 2008. Writing is a long process and it takes 

time to enhance one’s proficiency and cultivate his attitude. It is suggested that future 

studies cover a longer period of time to have a thorough investigation of students’ 

change. 

Third, the design of error codes might need modification. The classification of 

some items, like Verb Forms and Phrases, might be so general that the participants 

had a hard time in revision. A better-designed table of error codes may facilitate 

students’ learning in accuracy. 

Fourth, how the participants corrected errors should be analyzed. The pre-test 

and the post-test were addressed to different topics, which required different 

vocabulary and usages. By comparing those two tests could not fully indicate how the 

participants self-edited the errors and whether they had learned the correct 

expressions or not. Therefore, future researchers can conduct an error analysis and 

check how students make progress in each revision. 

Fifth, the requirements of cover sheets might need to be more specific. It was 

hoped that the participants could express more in a free way in the cover sheets, so no 

special requirements were made at first. The results were that many participants did 

not know how to make good use of cover sheets. Therefore, it is recommended that an 

example of cover sheet be presented to students for reference and some requirements 

be made to facilitate the usage of cover sheets. 

Sixth, items in questionnaires might take more consideration. Item 2 in the 

second questionnaire showed that passing proficiency tests was a great incentive for 
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learning English writing. After all, it is different to write for future studies and to 

write for proficiency tests. Therefore, if that item had been included in the first 

questionnaire, the participants’ motivation for writing would have been presented in a 

more comprehensive way. 

 

 

 

 


